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ABSTRACT 
Domestic violence and community violence are pervasive issues in society with some 
evidence of overlap; yet, they have been, historically, examined in isolation from one another.  
While there is limited emerging evidence that these forms of violence may intersect, there has 
not been any empirical investigation of this intersection within the context of disadvantaged, 
high-crime rate neighborhoods. Further, no studies examine the nature of this intersection with a 
socio-cultural lens, providing a more contextual view of how these forms of violence overlap. To 
address these shortcomings, we conducted a descriptive and qualitative analysis to examine the 
nature of intersecting domestic and community violence. Methods: The initial sample consisted 
of 1943 conflicts encountered by the Ceasefire program in various high crime rate and 
underprivileged neighborhoods in Chicago, Illinois; of these conflicts, 164 indicated a domestic 
conflict and 59 indicated domestic and community conflict. Analysis: Using both deductive and 
inductive processes, we first conducted a content analysis of all 1943 conflict descriptions to 
identify forms of domestic violence, and then we examined patterns of overlapping violence, 
particularly with attention to Nesbitt and Cohen (1996) and Anderson’s (1994; 2000) theories on 
the culture of violence in the form of retaliation. Results: Of the 1943 cases, a relatively small 
number had evidence of overlapping forms of violence; specifically, 51 cases showed evidence 
of overlap that either fell into one or another of three categories: retaliation, intervention, or 
possession. There was also evidence of socio-cultural factors that may have governed these 
overlapping conflicts. Implications: While infrequent in this sample, findings provide some 
evidence that domestic and community violence overlap, particularly as it relates to escalating, 
retaliatory violence. Prevention and intervention efforts should be aware of these escalating 
patterns, particularly with regard to the socio-cultural norms that may encourage retaliation in 
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disadvantaged, high-crime rate neighborhoods. Future research should continue to investigate 
patterns of overlap, especially in relation to mediation outcomes.   
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OVERVIEW 
 
 Interpersonal violence is a salient social issue in today’s society and takes many forms, 
including, for example, domestic violence, community violence (e.g., gang violence), child 
maltreatment, youth violence, and sexual violence, which negatively affects millions of 
individuals each year (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2013; World Health Organization, 2014). 
Violence is particularly prevalent within low-income, high crime rate urban communities that 
have high social disorganization, high unemployment, low collective efficacy, and poor 
structural quality (e.g., broken windows, physical deterioration; Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; 
Elliott et al., 1996; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997).  
Historically, the various aforementioned forms of violence have been examined in 
isolation from one another (Hamby, 2011; Hamby & Grych, 2013); however, there is increasing 
evidence that some forms of violence intersect and share common antecedents (Hamby & Grych, 
2013). Recently, there has been increased attention to the need to examine the intersections of 
these various forms of violence. The current study explores the overlap of community violence, 
such as gang violence, and domestic violence. While there is some empirical evidence that 
community violence (in various forms) and domestic conflict co-occur, there has been relatively 
little research in this area (Klevens, Simon, and Chen, 2012; Moffitt, Krueger, Caspi, & Fagan, 
2000). Further, this intersection has not been examined in the context of disadvantaged  
neighborhoods. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Community violence, as defined by the National Child Traumatic Stress Network 
(NCTSN), is the perpetration of interpersonal violence, such as youth, acquaintance, and stranger 
violence in public areas by individuals who are not intimately related to the victim that 
commonly occurs in the midst of individual or group conflict (e.g., gang violence, school 
violence, and gun violence). According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), over 1.9 million 
U.S. residents were victims of a serious violent crime (e.g., gun violence, stranger violence, 
violent crime involving an injury) in the year 2013. One form of community violence that has 
shown to have severe effects on communities is gang violence, which is one of the leading 
causes of death among youth (BJS, 2012). Previous studies have shown that individuals who are 
involved in a gang are more prone to gun violence and drug trafficking (Bellair & McNulty, 
2009; Huff, 1998). In addition, reports show that gang membership is correlated with high 
homicide rates. For instance, Chicago, Illinois is considered to be one of the gang capitals of the 
world and includes over 150,000 gang members. In 2013, Chicago recorded 413 homicides, of 
which over half were assumed to be gang related (www.nationalgangcenter.gov/Survey-
Analysis). Further, a past review of research on intimate partner violence in the context of gangs 
has shown that individuals involved in a gang are at higher risk for perpetuating multiple forms 
of violence, including intimate partner violence, dating violence, and relationship abuse (Ulloa, 
Dyson, & Wynes 2012).  
 Domestic violence, as defined by the United States (US) Department of Justice (2015), is 
any pattern of violence against current or past family members, a current or former intimate 
partner, or between individuals within a shared living space that is threatening, coercive and/or 
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controlling—including physical injury, direct or indirect threats, sexual assault, emotional and 
psychological abuse, damage to property, economic control, or social exclusion. According to 
the National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence survey, over 1 in 3 women (35.6%) and 1 in 4 
men (28.5%) have been victims of rape, physical violence, and/or stalking by an intimate partner 
in their lifetime. Also, racial and ethnic minorities, in comparison to their White counterparts, 
experience intimate partner violence at much higher rates. Further, a report from the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics (2014) showed that rates of domestic crimes has risen 10% since their last 
report, with 21% of all violent crimes between 2003 and 2012 being reported as domestic. Of 
these crimes, 15% were crimes against an intimate partner, 4% were by among immediate family 
members, and 2% were crimes against other family relatives.  
High rates of domestic violence raise concerns for mental and physical health. For 
instance, one of the most common forms of domestic violence is intimate partner violence, which 
is a growing issue with an estimated 10 million women and men being victims of abuse a year 
(Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 2015). Previous studies have shown that victims of 
intimate partner abuse experience more severe health problems such as higher rates of depression 
and anxiety, post-traumatic stress, and lower self-esteem (Cattaneo et al., 2008). Recently, 
reports have found that individuals involved in domestic disputes are at risk for engaging in 
community crime (Seighman et al., 2014). While not as common, studies have found similar 
patterns with other forms of intra-family domestic violence as well (Feinberg, Solmeyer, & 
McHale, 2012; Straus & Gelles, 1990). For example, Feinberg and colleagues conducted a 
review of research on the influence of family relationships, particularly sibling and parent 
relationships on youth adjustment problems. They found that both siblings and parental treatment 
can influence youth externalizing and internalizing behaviors.  
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Intersection of Community and Domestic Violence 
In their book, Web of Violence, Hamby and Gyrch (2013) make a call for violence 
researchers to start investigating how different forms of interpersonal violence are connected. 
They argue there has been relativity little attention to the extent to which varies forms of 
interpersonal violence are linked across contexts, the developmental life span, and in the lives of 
victims, perpetrators, or both victims/perpetrators. They assert that studying different forms of 
violence in isolation from one another slows the advancement of scientific knowledge regarding 
the causes and correlates of different forms of violence, which may result in the “repeated re-
invention of conceptual and methodological wheels” (Hamby and Gyrch, 2013, p. 1). Studying 
the intersection of multiple forms of violence, researchers may obtain a comprehensive 
understanding of “how” and “why” violence manifests.  
There has been relatively little research that studies the intersection of community 
violence (e.g., gang violence) and domestic violence (e.g., sibling or cousin violence, child 
maltreatment, parental assault by child, kin violence, or intimate partner violence; Klevens et al., 
, 2012; Moffitt et al., 2000). This may be in part because community violence typically occurs in 
public spaces, and domestic violence in private spaces. Yet, there is emerging evidence that these 
forms of violence may indeed intersect and the presence of one form of violence may generate 
risk for another form.  
Intersections of violence have been conceptualized in at least two ways in the current 
literature. The first focuses on overlap in the perpetration of violence. For example, there is some 
evidence that people engaged in one form of violence are engaged in other forms (Ozer, 
Tschann, Pasch, & Flores, 2004; Rothman, Johnson, Azrael, Hall, & Weinberg 2010). Moffitt 
and colleagues (2000) were among the first to study partner violence and general community 
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crime (e.g., theft, fraud, vice, and physical force). Using a birth cohort study, the authors tracked 
1,037 New Zealand men and women over 21 years to examine whether there was overlap 
between partner violence and community violence. The authors found that 9% of the sample 
reported engaging in both partner violence and community violence. Moreover, Klevens et al. 
(2012) also conducted a study to examine whether multiple forms of violence co-occurred with 
one another; specifically, they assessed whether individuals who strike a stranger, acquaintance, 
intimate partner, or a child are at risk for engaging in other distinct forms of violence. Overall, by 
examining a nationally representative sample of 3,024 U.S. adults, the authors found that 
engaging in one form of violence significantly increased the risk that someone will engage in 
another form. Also, depending on the form of violence one perpetrates, one is at risk for 
engaging in certain forms of violent behavior. For example, individuals who engage in intimate 
partner violence (IPV) were more likely to engage in acquaintance violence (AV), stranger 
violence (SV), and child maltreatment. However, individuals who engage in acquaintance 
violence were more likely to engage in IPV and stranger violence, but not child maltreatment. 
Klevens et al. thus demonstrated the importance of examining how one’s increased risk of 
perpetrating aggression varies by types of co-occurrences. Also, both studies demonstrated that 
violent acts, whether domestic or within the community, in some cases, do co-occur with one 
another. 
A second form of intersection involves a developmental lens in which the perpetration of 
one form of violence may predispose the perpetration of another form throughout the life course. 
For example, Espelage, Basile, and Hamburger (2012) examined the longitudinal associations 
between bullying perpetration, sexual harassment, and homophobic teasing among middle school 
students. Using homophobic teasing as a moderator, they investigated whether there was a 
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stronger association between bullying perpetration and succeeding forms of sexual harassment 
among students that perpetuate in homophobic teasing. For boys only, they found homophobic 
teasing moderated the link between bullying perpetration and subsequent forms of sexual 
harassment, whereas boys who reported both high levels of bullying behaviors and 
contemporaneous levels homophobic teasing, in comparison to those who reported low levels, 
were more likely to report sexual harassment over time. 
While intersections of violence may be well understood in terms of who perpetrates 
different forms of violence and rates of co-occurrences and a developmental lens in which those 
predisposed to one form of violence later perpetrate another, the current study aims to explore a 
third conceptualization.  Violence scholars have stated that it is also important to understand the 
socio-cultural context in which these violent acts are perpetrated (Allen & Javdani, 2012), 
because violent acts are often laden with social meanings and expectations (Lehrner, 2011). For 
example, research suggests that while men and women may sometimes perpetrate similar forms 
of violence in intimate heterosexual relationships, the meaning and effect of that violence may 
depend heavily on who perpetrates it. It may be particularly important to examine the 
intersection of community/and or gang violence and domestic violence from a socio-cultural 
lens. This offers a third way to examine the intersections of violence, not only as the result of a 
set of individual-level characteristics among those who engage in multiple forms of violence, but 
as a study of the socio-cultural norms that may structure opportunities for violence across 
contexts.  Violent acts perpetrated in low-income and high crime rate urban communities often 
have socio-cultural meaning that may offer an important perspective on how and why domestic 
violence and community violence intersect and (Anderson, 2000; Nisbett and Cohen, 1996). 
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 Indeed, a socio-cultural view of violence has been explored in the context of “culture of 
honor” (e.g., Nisbett &Cohen, 1996) and “code of the street” (Anderson, 2000). In Nisbett and 
Cohen’s (1996) seminal piece entitled “Culture of Honor: The Psychology of Violence in the 
South,” the authors presented a culture of honor theory to explain why violence in the southern 
United States—particularly among non-Hispanic white men (e.g., Scottish and Irish 
descendants)—were more prevalent than in the North.  The authors assert that the principle of 
“honor” plays a major role in southern non-Hispanic whites’ propensity toward violence. Honor 
is based on one’s reputation and status, which if challenged, men were “prepared to fight or even 
kill to defend their reputations as honorable men” (Nisbett and Cohen, 1996, pg. 4). To maintain 
one’s status and precedence, they have to continuously exhibit their strength and power over 
others by shaming, insulting, and/or purloining the possessions of others. Typically, these 
cultures of honor are likely to develop where “the individual is at economic risk from his 
fellows, and the state is weak or non-existent and thus cannot prevent or punish theft of 
property.” (pg. 4)  Due to centuries of economic hardship in the South that has directly affected 
the states’ ability to protect its inhabitants, the authors argue that there were profound cultural 
consequences, such as the culture of honor that values machismo, conflict, and ferocity, that 
greatly influenced violent behavior in the South. While the authors explore this phenomenon in 
the Southern United States, they indicate that it is not unique to these geographic region or 
population. Not surprisingly, Nisbett and Cohen (1996) briefly highlight Elijah Anderson’s 
(1994; 2000) “code of the street” theory of violence in inner city populations (such as Chicago, 
Illinois’s high crime rate, impoverished communities), and how the “culture of honor” 
phenomena is consistent with “code of the street” and alludes to the same ideals. This third form 
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of intersection may be primarily understood in terms of escalating violence in which socio-
cultural norms spur cyclical violence characterized by retaliation. 
According to the “code of the street” theory, violence in impoverished and high crime 
rate urban neighborhoods is regulated by a set of informal rules that revolve around the ideas of 
(dis) respect, self-protection, and the desire of an individual to establish a strong reputation. 
Respect and disrespect specifically are both multifaceted constructs, with the former meaning to 
show value for other people, customs, organizations, and oneself, while the latter serving as a 
catalyst for hostile and negative relationships (Shwalb & Shwalb, 2006). This theory posits that 
individuals who experience some perceived disrespect would adhere to this code by engaging in 
retaliatory acts of violence to gain respect and maintain their status (Anderson, 2000).  In support 
of this theory, studies have shown that the desire to seek revenge is one factor that often 
perpetuates the cycle of violence among youth (Copeland-Linder et al., 2012; Johnson, Frattaroli, 
Wright, Pearson-Fields, & Cheng, 2004). Specifically, the feeling of being “disrespected” 
enhances one’s likelihood to engage in retaliatory acts of violence (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; 
Rich & Grey, 2005; Johnson et al., 2004). Moreover, researchers have found that the desire to 
seek revenge is often associated with one’s feelings and behaviors towards gun violence (Rich & 
Grey, 2005). For example, Rich and Grey (2005) found that youth living in high-crime rate 
neighborhoods often did not perceive their neighborhoods as safe; therefore, youth would carry 
weapons (e.g., guns) for protection or acts of retaliation, and due in large part to the lack of faith 
in the formal justice system. By having normative beliefs and attitudes in support of aggression 
and retaliation, individuals are at risk for further aggressive and violent behavior (Copeland-
Linder et al., 2012; Huesmann & Guerra, 1997), which can result in fatal shootings and 
homicides (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003).  
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 In light of these socio-cultural norms regarding violence, it is possible that different 
forms of violence may intersect as a result of the norms of a given context being violated. For 
instance, Anderson (2000) mentioned that young women would often defer to male relatives 
(e.g., brother, uncle, or cousin) when disrespected to regulate their conflicts, which in turn 
escalated the original conflict. In a small scale investigation conducted by Seighman and 
colleagues (2014), they provided one case illustration where this type of escalation pattern was 
also identified with regard to intimate partner violence and gang violence. Specifically, they 
described a scenario where a woman (i.e., individual A) was dating and had a child with a man 
(i.e., individual B) who is affiliated with an organized group. After a period of time, these 
individuals split apart, but remain connected for their child. During a party, this woman then met 
and began to date another man (i.e., individual C) who is affiliated with a rival organized group 
to individual A. Since these men were in rival groups and connected to individual A, there was 
tension from within the organized groups as well as between the men. While trying to honor the 
relationship she has with her former partner by taking a family photo, her current partner found 
this act to be aggressive and disrespectful since they were dressed in the rival group’s colors. 
This sparked violence between the former partner (i.e., individual B) and the woman (i.e., 
individual A), which eventually escalated to violence between the rival groups. 
Although this is one anecdote, this provides a lens for examining intersections of violence 
as a result of characteristics that do not reside within the individual per se (e.g., psychopathology 
that predisposes one to multiple forms of violence), but resides in the socio-cultural context. In 
particular, the current study examines intersecting acts of domestic and community conflict in 
relation to the culture of honor and code of the street. Specifically, this examination includes 
attention to responses to affronts, self-defense measures, aggressive tendencies in response to 
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conflict, and pro-retaliatory attitudes following conflict. The current study utilizes data from a 
widely disseminated mediation program in Chicago called Ceasefire. Using data from Ceasefire 
provides a unique window into violence acts and its antecedents and consequences without 
relying on formal reports of violence (e.g., to law enforcement). 
Violence Prevention 
The specific forms that violence takes may have implications for the effectiveness of 
violence prevention efforts. One of the most common methods used to prevent community 
and/or gang violence among high risk individuals has been through the intervention of social 
institutions, such as the formal justice system, that aim to enhance public safety as well as 
promote positive youth outcomes (www.illinois.gov/idjj). However, researchers have found that 
these types of social institutions have had little or no effect on altering risky and violent behavior 
among high risk individuals (see Lipsey, 2009 for a review). For instance, Lipsey (2009) 
conducted a meta-analysis that consisted of 548 studies to assess the effects of delinquency 
interventions (e.g., probation/parole, boot camp, restorative programs, “scared straight” 
programs, family or individual counseling, skill building programs, or multiple services) on 
reducing recidivism among juvenile offenders from 1958 through 2002. On the one hand, 
services such as counseling, case management, skill building, and restorative interventions had a 
modest, yet, statistically significant effect (reduced recidivism); however, he found relativity 
small, virtually zero, and, in some cases, negative effects (increased recidivism) for other 
services such as parole/probation, “scared straight” programs, or boot camp. As an alternative 
solution, researchers and program developers have started to take a bottom-up approach to 
violence prevention; specifically, community-based collaborative efforts have been implemented 
to provide individuals in a community with an opportunity to play an active role in dealing with 
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community/social problems such as violence in its multifaceted form.  Thus far, many violence 
prevention programs are being implemented in communities to intervene on a wide range of 
public health issues including firearm-related violence, gang violence, and retaliatory violence 
(Whitehill, Webster, Frattaroli, & Parker, 2014). One of the many programs that has been 
implemented is Ceasefire, which is a Chicago-based violence prevention program that uses an 
evidence-based, public health approach to reduce non-fatal shootings and killings (Cure 
Violence, 2011).  
Ceasefire  
To help reduce violence, specifically shootings, homicides, and retaliatory violence in 
urban communities, Ceasefire utilizes an epidemic control approach that focuses on three core 
objectives, including: (a) interrupting the transmission of violence, (b) identifying and changing 
the behaviors of the highest-risk individuals, and (c) changing community norms (Ransford, 
Kane, & Slutkin,  2013).  In order to target these objectives, the program uses three tactics: 
street-level outreach, violence mediation, and community level norm change via community 
mobilization and public education, which are facilitated by outreach workers, violence 
interrupters, and other health workers. Violence interrupters work actively within the community 
to mediate conflict. The interrupters are considered “credible messengers” who have a unique 
connection within a community because of their past positioning or group affiliation (e.g., ex- 
gang member), which grants them access to individuals and groups committing violence. 
Outreach workers, who are also considered credible messengers, main task is to help facilitate 
behavior change among the highest risk individuals, while also working to stimulate norm 
change, provide guidance, and mediate conflict. Both outreach workers and violence interrupters 
are “well respected” individuals in their communities that are hired in large part for their abilities 
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to build relationships with high-risk individuals and to help deter youth from engaging in violent 
behavior (Webster, Whitehill, Vernick, & Curriero, 2014; Whitehill et al., 2014; Skogan et al., 
2008). Lastly, community norm change is facilitated in two ways: (a) other health workers work 
to mobilize members of the community to deter violence by enhancing the perception of the risks 
of engaging in violence, community organizing among local faith communities, organized 
responses to shootings, fostering relations with service providers, and community events; and (b) 
the dissemination of public education materials (e.g., flyers, posters, and bumper stickers with an 
anti-violence message; Ransford et al., 2013; Skogan et al., 2008). The current study examines 
the rate of co-violence co-occurrence using data collected via conflict mediation forms by 
violence interrupters and outreach workers in the Ceasefire program.  
Ceasefire: Conflict Mediation  
Ceasefire’s violence interrupters rely on individuals in neighboring communities to 
collect information on potential conflicts in the program’s targeted communities (also known as 
“beats”;  Whitehill, et al. 2013)  Specifically, community residents contact the program to relay 
information about emerging conflicts, such as street fights or “brewing conflicts”, which could 
lead to more consequential violence (e.g., fatal shootings or homicides). In addition to 
collaborating with community residents, violence interrupters scout the streets for unusual 
activity (e.g., rising tension, unfamiliar groups of individuals walking within a neighborhood, or 
abnormal behavior). The program also focuses on creating and maintaining relationships with 
well-respected individuals in the communities, both within and outside of gangs, such that those 
individuals may help with interventions in gang-related and other conflicts.  
When an emerging conflict arises, violence interrupters utilize several intervention tactics 
to halt the current violence and to prevent future violence. Based on a qualitative analysis by 
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Whitehill and colleagues (2013) of Ceasefire’s mediation processes, violence interrupters and 
outreach workers: a) “buy time” so that the two or more parties can calm down” (p. 93), b) 
establish truce between both parties, c) create a critical awareness of the risks and costs of 
engaging in violent behavior such as incarceration, injury, or death, d) use third-parties (e.g., 
friends or relatives), e) provide personal narratives of their own experiences to offer insight into 
how their negative behavior lead them into a bad path, f) help individuals “save face” by taking 
the blame for them not retaliating (p. 93), g) yell at/intervene with individuals who are in the 
midst of violence/shooting, h) question the individuals to help them think about their actions, and 
i) remind individuals of the lives they have ahead of them, including their future aspirations.  
Thus far, multiple evaluations of the Cure Violence model has shown that the program 
has had a significant impact on reducing gun violence; specifically, there was a significant 
decrease in actual and attempted shootings in the program’s targeted communities, ranging from 
17 to 24 % in Skogan and colleague’s (2008) evaluation in Chicago. In a second Chicago 
evaluation, these positive effects were shown to persist, with a significant positive effect on 
shooting, total crime, and homicide rates (Henry, Knoblauch, & Sigurvinsdottir, 2014). In 
addition, evaluations in other cities, such as Baltimore’s Safe Streets program and two  Cure 
Violence programs in New York that replicated Ceasefire’s model, also showed a reduction in 
violent activity (Delgado, Butts, & Mandala, 2015; Picard-Fritsche, & Cerniglia, 2013; Webster, 
Whitehill, Vernick, and Curriero, 2012).  
Based on an analysis conducted by the Alliance of Local Service Organizations (ALSO), 
a Chicago Ceasefire site, there is growing awareness that Ceasefire’s mediation processes does 
not only encounter community violence, but also domestic violence (e.g., intimate partner 
violence; Seighman et al., 2014). ALSO, found a connection between community conflicts that 
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violence interrupters and outreach workers intervened in and domestic conflicts, which, in turn, 
caused some complications and challenges in intervention strategies at their site. For example, if 
linked with a domestic dispute, ALSO found that some community and/or gang conflict resulted 
in non- fatal shootings and homicides. Based on ALSO’s analysis, these types of conflicts 
typically unveil in the midst of “red-flag relationships”, which consist of: a) members who are 
influential within their communities (e.g., high-ranking gang member, gun or drug supplier), b) 
dating a gang member who is in the opposing or same gang organization as a family member 
(e.g., brother, cousin, or father), or c) relationships that have prior history of intimate partner 
violence. While the main focus of the Ceasefire model is to prevent community violence/gang 
violence, ALSO findings highlight that the indications of this potential co-occurrence have 
important implications for mediation strategies. Particularly, Ceasefire’s focus on perpetrators of 
a particular form of violence may limit their ability to address other forms of violence that 
manifest due to its siloed approach (Hamby & Gyrch, 2013). 
The Proposed Study 
While studies have found, to some degree, that community and domestic conflict co-
occur with one another, there are no empirical studies that investigate both phenomena within the 
context of disadvantage and high-crime rate neighborhoods where community and domestic 
violence are prevalent issues. No studies examine the nature of this intersection from a socio-
cultural lens examining how the forms that this intersection takes may reflect socio-cultural 
norms (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Anderson, 1994; 2000) analyses regarding violence are related to 
co-occurring violent conflicts.  While ALSO investigated the intersections of domestic and 
community conflict using a community-based sample of conflict mediations, they did this within 
their service region only.  Thus, in partnership with Ceasefire, the current study aims to examine 
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the intersection of domestic and community violence with attention to the following research 
questions:  
a) To what extent is domestic conflict present in the mediations provided by Ceasefire? 
b) To what extent does domestic conflict and community conflict overlap in the 
mediations engaged by Ceasefire? 
c) In what ways does the intersection of violence reflect socio-cultural norms regarding 
respect, retaliation and honor that may explain violence across contexts? 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Sample 
 
The sample consisted of 1944 conflicts encountered by the Ceasefire program from 
2012 to 2015; specifically, conflicts in high crime rate and underprivileged neighborhoods in 
the city of Chicago, Illinois. Since the conflict mediation forms were de-identified prior to 
analysis, there was no information regarding the demographic makeup (e.g., race, ethnicity, or 
age) of the individuals involved in the conflict. Given the demographic makeup of Ceasefire 
sites, we did not expect sampling to be representative of all racial and gender groups. For 
example, based on a study conducted by Skogan et al. (2008), the predominant portion of 
conflict mediations were conducted in African-American and Latino neighborhoods. In 
addition, more men than woman were involved in conflicts.  
Research Design 
 
This study examined existing data, collected by Ceasefire staff through their routine use 
of conflict mediation forms. This project utilized data from conflict mediation forms filled out 
for conflict mediations, which occurred between 2000 and 2015. Data contained in the forms 
regarding mediation practices and the nature of the violent conflicts mediated by Ceasefire staff 
was the focus of data collected for this study. 
Procedure 
 
After obtaining approval from the Institutional Review Board, we began the process of 
collecting data from the Ceasefire program. Currently, the data (i.e., conflict mediation forms) 
are being housed at the University of Illinois at Chicago School of Public Health (UIC School of 
Public Health). Access to the data was provided by project partners at the UIC School of Public 
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Health and data were de-identified for research purposes. Once obtained, project research 
assistants coded the open-ended data provided within the original dataset. 
Measures 
 
Conflict Mediation Form. Conflict mediation forms are paper documents that all 
Cease- Fire staff who intervened in a violent conflict filled out for programmatic purposes. 
Information most relevant to this study was provided in both close-ended and open-end 
question formats. From these data, we examined variables of interest to the current study. 
Specifically, information was provided by mediators to a series of yes or no questions 
concerning various aspects of their intervention effort, including, for example: details regarding 
potential risk factors associated with violence and characteristics of the conflicts, such as . 
whether a) one or more individuals involved had a prior history of violence; b) one or more 
individuals involved belong to a gang or related to someone in a gang; c) one or more 
individuals are involved in high-risk street activity (e.g., drug/ gun market), gun involvement; 
d) one or more individuals involved are intoxicated; e) one or more individuals involved are 
between the ages of 16 and 25; f) or one or more individuals involved were recently released 
from prison. In terms of characteristics of the conflicts, the mediation form details whether the 
incident escalated to the point where shots were fired, a serious violent act occurred (e.g., 
stabbing, beating, car ramming), or someone being killed. 
Information was also gathered about the mediation using nominal scales. For example, 
primary and secondary reasons for the conflict were documented by mediators, including: gang 
conflict, personal altercation, drug dispute, domestic dispute, child abuse, 
robbery/jumping/mugging, or burglary. In addition, mediators also included whether violent acts 
were due to retaliation of a previous altercation, over a girl/guy, money, gambling, personal 
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disrespect, family/friend honor, or group honor. Finally, information regarding the location of 
the conflicts were also provided, such as whether the conflict occurred on a corner/street, in a 
school, at a party or club, in a house, in a liquor store, or at a gas station, Data from the close 
ended portion was used for two primary reasons: the first was to highlight the rate of occurrence 
as well as the various reasons for community and domestic conflicts in Ceasefire mediations, 
and the second was to provide more contextualizing details of domestic violence cases.   
The last form of information was provided via Ceasefire staff written descriptions of the 
conflicts (i.e., open-end format). These open-ended data were coded to extract details relevant to 
our research questions particularly as they related to the conflict involving some form of a 
“domestic” conflict. Currently, there is no available information regarding the reliability and 
validity of this form, but it is used across 25 cities in 8 countries to create a consistent source of 
information from all Cure Violence interventions. In addition, the form has a high level of 
ecological validity given it generates records of different forms of conflicts as they occur in real 
time.  
Content Analysis: Conflict Descriptions 
We conducted two phases of analysis, with the first step informing the second. First, we 
conducted a content analysis of all 1943 conflict descriptions to identify key themes that were 
not already coded in the quantitative data. For this analysis, we used a deductive coding 
approach, first identifying key forms of domestic violence found in the literature by looking for 
any pattern of conflict between one or more family members, one or more current or former 
intimate partner(s), or one or more individuals within a shared living space.. Coding these 
different forms of domestic conflict was important given that in the closed-ended portion of the 
form “domestic” was indicated as a primary or secondary source of conflict, without 
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differentiating these varied forms of domestic conflict, which are quite distinct in nature (e.g., 
intimate partner violence versus sibling conflict). 
After identifying key forms of domestic violence, we then switched to an inductive 
approach, examining any patterns of the intersection of domestic violence and community 
violence as well as the nature of the intersection, particularly in relation to socio-cultural 
norms. This involved two steps, including: a) identifying emergent themes in the open ended 
data related to the escalation of violence in  cases mediated by Ceasefire; specifically, we 
examined domestic conflicts that escalated to the point where there was interpersonal violence 
between individuals, whether youth, acquaintances, and/or strangers who were not intimately 
related, in a public setting; b) to search for any evidence of the opposite pattern, we  also 
examined community conflicts that escalated to the point where there was interpersonal 
violence between current or past family members, a current or former intimate partner, or 
between individuals within a shared living space that was threatening, coercive and/or 
controlling—including physical injury, direct or indirect threats, sexual assault, emotional and 
psychological abuse, damage to property, economic control, or social exclusion; and c) 
identifying patterns of violence that reflected notions of the culture of honor and respect—such 
as identifying how individuals involved in the conflict responded to affronts, self-defense 
measures taken, aggressive tendencies, and pro-retaliatory attitudes as suggested by Nisbett 
and Cohen (1996). It is important to note that while intersection typically meant that the 
domestic conflict escalated to a community conflict, the study of the escalation is not the goal 
of the study rather examining the intersection is. 
To determine whether the given conflict description fit one or more of these codes, we 
read each description multiple times to identify content that fit with the themes identified. We 
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constructed a coding scheme, and, using NVivo, two coders systematically extracted 
information that met the criteria for one or more codes from the remaining data. For instance, 
using a hypothetical example of a case description, “a girl caught her boyfriend cheating. The 
girl hit the boy in the face and tried to get a knife. Later that day, his fellow gang members shot 
at the young lady’s house. Shortly after, Ceasefire was called to try to mediate the conflict.” In 
this example, one would code this conflict as an intimate partner conflict based on perceived 
infidelity. Due the boyfriend’s affiliation with a gang (i.e., red flag relationship), the original 
domestic conflict escalated to a community conflict as a result of gang/group honor. 
Inter-rater reliability was established to assess the effectiveness of this coding scheme 
as well as to assess the degree of agreement among raters by having a second coder recode 
conflict descriptions using the same coding scheme (Kappa = .89). 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
RESULTS 
 
Descriptive Statistics: 
 
Occurrence Rate of and Reasons for Conflicts in Ceasefire Mediations 
The first aim of this study was to examine how often domestic conflict and community 
conflict (broadly defined) emerged in Ceasefire mediations. Information regarding prevalence 
was calculated using both the nominal scales (i.e., quantitative data) that indicated the primary 
and/or secondary reason for a conflict as documented by mediators, and the results of the 
content analysis on the open-ended data. In terms of the primary reasons for Ceasefire conflict 
cases, there were a total of 1943 cases identified, which, of these cases, 39.5% were gang 
related, 37.35% were personal altercations, 3.6% involved narcotics, 7.3% were domestic 
conflicts, .1% child abuse, 3.9% involved a robbery/jumping/mugging, .8% involved a burglary, 
4.4% other identified, and 3.3% were system missing. Of these conflicts, mediators indicated 
that 9.8% involved an act of retaliation, 6% were over a guy or girl, 6.2% were over money, 
1.3% involved gambling/dicing, 30.6% were due to personal disrespect, 2.6% were over 
family/friend honor, 10.6% were over gang/group honor, and 1.4% other identified.  
Further, 905 of the total cases had a secondary reason for a conflict. Specifically, 
17.9% were gang related, 16.3% were personal altercations, 2.5% involved narcotics, 1.8% 
were domestic conflicts, .3% were parental assault of a child, 2.1% involved a 
robbery/jumping/mugging, .5% involved a burglary, and 2.6% other identified. Of these 
conflicts, mediators indicated 4.5% involved an act of retaliation, 2.7% were over a guy or girl, 
3.4% were over money, .7% involved gambling/dicing, 17.6% were due to personal disrespect, 
3.5% were over family/friend honor, 6.8% were over gang/group honor, and 9.4% other 
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identified. Thus, mediators reported a total of 164 cases in which domestic conflict was a 
primary or secondary reason. 
 
The Nature of Domestic Conflicts in Ceasefire Neighborhoods 
 
Of 1943 cases analyzed, we found 151 domestic cases that included one or more of the 
identified forms of domestic conflict. We identified six forms of domestic conflict including 
intimate partner violence, sibling/cousin violence, parent assault of a child, parent assault by a 
child, family violence (non-specific), and domestic violence individuals living in the same 
domicile. This analysis of domestic conflict allowed us to identify specific forms of domestic 
conflict encountered by mediators, and to begin to explore how prevalent each one is in 
Ceasefire mediations.Of the 151 cases, 55% identified as intimate partner violence, 6.6% were 
between roommates (non-family members), 2.6% identified as parental assault of a child, 
16.6% identified as sibling/cousin violence, 13.9% consisted of family violence (non-specific), 
and 5.3% identified as parental abuse by a child. 
The qualitative coding process and the closed-ended data from the coding forms 
revealed a few discrepancies (coded by mediators). There were a total of 233 cases of 
"domestics" identified using either the close-ended OR qualitative codes. There were 82 
instances in which the CF form indicates there is a domestic, but there was no supporting 
evidence in the qualitative data (i.e., the open ended description; notably, while the form leaves 
space for an elaboration it does not specify which forms of violence should be elaborated upon; 
thus, the absence of an elaboration does not indicate that domestic conflict did not occur, but it 
does not allow for an examination of the nature of that conflict or its potential intersection with 
other forms of conflict). There were 69 instances in which there was evidence in the qualitative 
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data in which domestic was not indicated as primary or secondary source of violence. To 
examine the intersection with community violence, we focused on the domestic cases we were 
able to code using the open-ended data (n = 151)— including the 69 cases not indicated in the 
closed ended data—given this provided us with data regarding the nature of the violence and its 
possible intersection with other forms of violence.                          
To see more contextual information regarding domestic conflicts, such as risk factors 
involved and conflict characteristics, please see Table 1. This table includes the frequency of 
risk factors and conflict characteristics for domestic overall—meaning the 233 domestics" 
identified using both the close-ended OR qualitative codes—the six individual forms of 
domestics identified, and conflicts that showed evidence or no evidence of an intersecting 
pattern. Notably, various risk factors were more likely to be present for intersecting violence 
than for those domestic conflicts where there was no evidence of intersection in the open-ended 
data. Instances in which domestic conflict leads to community violence may confer specific 
forms of risk and have descriptive differences. Using an independent samples t-test, we assessed 
for any significant differences between intersecting and non-intersecting conflicts. At an alpha 
level of .05, we indeed found a few statistically significant differences, specifically with regard 
to conflicts involving members of a violent gang, individuals who were recently released from 
prison, and whether there was weapon at the conflict. Albeit not statistically different, we also 
found a pattern among the other risk factors and conflict characteristics, where, for the most 
part, the percentages were slightly bigger for the intersecting conflicts.
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Table 1 
Frequency of Risk factors and Perceived Characteristics of the Domestic conflict 
 
Note: Domestic Overall = domestics as reported by Ceasefire staff as well as from the content analysis; IPV = intimate partner violence; Family-violence (NP) = family violence non-specific; DVLD = 
domestic violence individuals living in the same domicile; Non-intersecting = conflicts that did not escalate to the point of community violence; Intersecting = domestic conflicts that intersected with 
community conflicts; Shooting = shots were fired;; Intoxicated Drugs = one or more of the people involved in conflict acted as if s/he was intoxicated or on drugs; Members of Violent Gang = one or 
more of the people involved in conflict are thought to be members of gang actively involved in violence; History of Violence = one or more of the people involved in conflict are thought to have a 
history of violence; High Risk Street Activity = conflict is thought to be related to high risk street activity; Ages 16 to 25 = one or more of the people involved in conflict are thought to be between the 
ages of 16 and 25; Recently Released From Prison = one or more of the people involved in conflict are thought to have been recently released from prison; and Weapon At Conflict = weapon is thought 
to be involved in and/or at the scene of conflict.  
*p <.05.
 Domestic 
Overall 
n = 233 
IPV 
 
n= 83 
Sibling/cous
in violence 
n=25 
Parent assault 
of a child 
n = 4 
Parent assault 
by a child 
n= 8 
Family 
violence (NP) 
n = 21 
DVLD 
 
n = 10 
Non-
Intersecting 
n = 100 
Intersecting 
 
n = 51 
 n  % n  % n  % n  % n  % n  % n  % n  % n % 
                   Intoxicated 
Drugs 
150 64 55 66 15 60 2 50 5 63 18 86 6 60 64 64 37 73 
Members of 
Violent Gang 
169 73 65 78 18 72 3 75 6 75 13 62 7 70 71* 71 43* 84 
History of 
Violence 
203 87 75 90 20 80 4 100 7 88 19 91 8 80 85 85 47 92 
High Risk 
Street Activity 
93 40 31 37 11 44 1 25 4 50 9 43 1 1 41 41 16 31 
Ages 16 to 25 194 83 67 81 21 84 2 50 7 88 20 95 7 70 84 84 41 80 
Recently 
Released From 
Prison 
 
113 48 41 49 10 40 3 75 1 0.13 10 48 4 40 39* 39 30* 59 
Weapon At 
Conflict 
138 59 43 52 13 52 4 100 4 50 15 71 4 40 46* 46 36* 71 
Shooting 24 10 11 13 2 0.08 0 0 1 0.13 2 10 0 0 7 7 9 18 
Fatality 8 0.03 3 0.04 1 0.04 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 
Serious 
Violent Act 
63 28 27 33 7 0.28 2 50 2 0.25 7 33 1 1 28 28 17 34 
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Overlap between Domestic and Community Conflict in Ceasefire Communities 
 
The second aim of this study was to examine the amount of overlap between community 
conflict (broadly defined) and domestic conflict in Ceasefire communities by investigating the 
ways in which the domestic violence issues spurred community violence (broadly defined) (and 
vice-versa). Results from the content analysis were also used to assess this pattern. Of the 151 
domestic violence cases identified, 51 cases showed evidence of an intersecting conflict—
meaning that there was another conflict stemming from the original domestic conflict. We did 
not find evidence of community conflict spurring domestic conflict,  
Nature of the Intersection 
 
The third and final aim of this study was to delineate a third possible way to examine the 
intersections of violence as a study of the socio-cultural norms that may structure opportunities 
for violence across contexts. Since we only found evidence of community violence stemming 
from domestic violence,  we just examined emergent themes related to the escalation of domestic 
violence cases mediated by Ceasefire that spurred acts of community violence (i.e., the 
perpetration of interpersonal violence, such as youth, acquaintance, and stranger violence in 
public areas by individuals who are not intimately related to the victim that commonly occurs in 
the midst of individual or group conflict (e.g., gang violence, school violence, and gun violence). 
use We then used Nesbitt and Cohen s (1996) and Elijah Anderson’s theories regarding the 
culture of violence by examining patterns of violence that reflected notions of the culture of 
honor and respect—such as identifying how individuals involved in the conflict responded to 
affronts, self-defense measures taken, aggressive tendencies, and pro-retaliatory attitudes and 
behavior.  
The nature of the intersection of domestic and community conflicts reflected three 
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themes: retaliation, intervention, or situational.  With regard to the thirty-six cases involving 
acts of retaliation, thirty-one involved family/friend retaliations and five involved a group/gang. 
Five cases involved an individual trying to intervene in a domestic conflict, but they only 
escalated the original conflict as a result. Lastly, ten involved “situational” conflicts that 
consisted of both domestic and community conflicts being stimulated by particular 
circumstances in which multiple forms of violence occurred simultaneously among multiple 
parties (e.g., family members, current or former intimate partners, and non-intimately related 
individuals). Please see table 2 for a illustration of each pattern, accompanied by a case 
example. 
Retaliation  
The intersection of domestic and other conflicts most often ensued from acts of 
retaliation (n =36). Under this category, there were three patterns identified. Two patterns 
included (1) acts of retaliation vis-à-vis family/friend in which domestic violence between two 
intimate partners (current or former) escalated to violence between a retaliating family 
member(s) (e.g., dad, uncle, cousin, brother) and the intimate partner, and (2)domestic violence 
between individuals living in the same domicile (non-intimates) escalated to a family member 
retaliating. The third pattern includes acts of retaliation vis-à-vis gang/group honor, with intra-
family conflict escalating to additional family member and/or group/gang conflict. 
Family/Friend Honor: Intimate partner Violence 
 Of the three patterns, intimate partner conflicts leading to a family member retaliating 
was the most common pattern (n=28). These conflicts included incidents where intimate partners 
had a domestic dispute, which resulted in a family member(s) and/or friend(s) of one of the 
intimate partners avenging on their behalf. For example  
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 “Person A has a history of beating his girlfriend but on this day she pulled out a knife on 
the street and stabbed him in the chest. Person A’s brother heard about the stabbing and 
went looking for the female. Both Person A and his brother were gang members. The 
brother’s friend shot into her home…He also put out a female attack hit on her.” 
Another example: 
“Person A was stabbed by his lady on the porch during a domestic dispute. He managed 
to disarm her and [direct] the knife at her [while] asking her how does she think it would 
feel to be stabbed…Her brother came up (person B) in a different group and they begin 
fighting. Person A got the best of person B so he attempted to run and get a weapon…” 
 
In the conflict descriptions above, one can see how a domestic violence issues spurred 
broader conflict between non-intimate individuals, especially when high risk individuals were 
involved. In the first example, a domestic dispute resulted in a public shooting of a woman’s 
home by the brother and fellow associate of the domestic violence perpetrator (stabbing victim) 
who are not intimately related to the domestic violence victim. While not stated to occur, the 
conflict had further potential to escalate to the point of a women group attack. Likewise, the 
second example illustrated the same pattern, except the brother of the female domestic violence 
victim and his group was the third party seeking to retaliate.   This provides additional support 
for Seighman et al. (2014) concept of “red-flag relationships,” and how they play a key role in 
the development of conflicts. These excerpts also speak to Elijah Anderson’s (2000) comment 
about the involvement of family members in regulating the assumed victim’s conflict. It would 
appear that hurting or attempting to harm one’s family is considered an inexcusable act that 
calls for a retaliatory response. From a socio-cultural perspective, this inexcusable act would be 
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deemed disrespectful/dishonorable, which sparked the third parties (i.e., the brothers) to 
retaliate against the person they are not intimately related to in order to ensure that they would 
not harm their family member again and to defend their family member’s honor.  
Family/Friend Honor:Non-Intimate Domestic Conflict 
Albeit low in occurrence, another pattern involving family members were conflicts 
between roommates (unrelated individuals living in the same domicile) escalating to violence 
between one of the roommates and a family member of the other roommate (n=3). For 
example:  
“Removing property from the house illegally, the landlord tried to evict a tenant 
illegally. The granddaughter came with a gun to harm the landlord for disrespecting her 
grandmother.” 
Another example: 
“Mother rented [an] apartment [and] refuse to pay rent and was called bitch. She called 
her son and he came [and] stole (i.e., hit) on the person and guns [were] drawn.” 
As in the previous examples, violence against a family member, who is perceived to be 
disrespected and/or harmed, can escalate to the point of retaliation. These initial acts are seen as 
inexcusable and warranting violence. In line with the culture of violence theories, the family 
members responded to the perceived disrespectful behavior by defending their family 
member’s honor. Both conflicts rose to the point where violence between non-intimately 
related individuals emerged and gun violence was imminent.   
Gang/Group Honor: Intra-Family Conflict and Gang/Group Conflict 
While also not as common, intra family violence intersecting with community violence 
among groups/gangs appeared (n=5). For example: 
“It started from a family dispute 3 weeks ago that ended up into two cliques getting into 
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it. The incident [escalated] to someone getting shot with BB guns [on a street corner]. 
Then two guys were waiting on one of my participants at his house with guns.” 
Another example: 
“A victim, who was recently released from prison, was set up by his cousin [assumingly 
over some previous dispute]. The cousin had a group of guys who belong to group A 
come out. The cousin set up a dice game at the victim’s trap house…while shooting 
[the] dice, the shooter pulled out his gun and shot the victim and his uncle in the head, 
and then both the victim’s cousin and the shooter fled.”  
Illustrated above, intra-family violence served as a catalyst for violence between one 
or more groups as well as between family members and group affiliates. While it is not clear 
who the family members were in the first example (e.g., brothers, cousins or sisters), the 
conflict still reflects an intersecting pattern, with a  dispute among family members escalating 
to gun violence among cliques (i.e., groups). The second example, in particular, is interesting 
because it highlights violence against an individual by his own family member. While it is 
not stated explicitly, the cousin of the victim is clearly retaliating from a previous altercation 
or wrongdoing involving the victim, which resulted in the killing of two family members. 
While an extreme case in this sample, this also demonstrates the extremes to which some 
individuals would go to avenge a perceived wrongdoing, which is consistent with the culture 
of honor theories. Unlike previous examples where violence against a family member was an 
inexcusable act, violence in this context was excusable when a family member (s) is the 
assailant.  
Intervention 
 The second category, which was uncommon in this sample, included conflicts in which 
30 
 
 
individuals attempted to intervene and stop a domestic dispute, which, in turn, escalated the 
original conflict. There was only one general pattern identified, in which a bystander or a related 
individual (e.g., family member or friend) was trying to intervene in a domestic dispute 
between intimate partners (n=4). 
There were four conflicts where bystanders and family members tried to intervene, 
which resulted in them getting into a physical altercation with one of the intimate partners. For 
example: 
“Person X was at home. When he look[ed] out the window [he saw] a young man and 
lady fighting and went outside to break it up. [he] got stabbed up by the young man who 
was fighting the young lady.” 
Another example: 
“A young man and his girlfriend was fighting, and a male cousin of the girlfriend tried to 
intervene, And then both if the males started fighting and the boyfriend grabbed a 
weapon and started hitting the cousin with the weapon. The cousin then ran off to get a 
weapon, and the boyfriend ran another way.” 
The above examples illustrate an interesting pattern in which the male intimate partners 
were displeased with the intervener’s (thirds parties’) actions, which resulted in severe injuries. 
From a socio-cultural perspective, one could argue that the male intimate partners had an agenda 
that he was not going to let be interrupted, and in his state of agitation / aggression, he lashed 
out violently to eliminate the potential disruption of the third party trying to intervene.  
Situational 
The last category included incidents where both domestic and community conflicts 
occurred simultaneously among multiple parties, given the situation in which parties found 
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themselves (e.g., current or former intimate partners, and non-intimately related individuals 
coming into contact in private and public spaces). Specifically, there was one pattern in which 
domestic violence between intimate partners led to conflict among current and former intimate 
partners (n=11). 
This category is the closest to what Seighman and colleagues defined as “red flag 
relationships” As in Seighman et al. (2014) case description, former and current intimate 
relationships provide an avenue in which conflicts between two non-intimately related 
individuals can manifest. For example:  
“A group of people were hanging out at the bar and one guy got drunk and start[ed] 
tripping because his ex-girlfriend was there with her new man. He started disrespecting 
[verbally assaulting] the two and the new boyfriend put his hands on him. People at the 
bar broke it up…[Next week} the same guys were at it again, except the new boyfriend 
was drunk and [started] with the old boyfriend over the same girl…a couple hours later 
the old boyfriend left the bar and claimed someone [the new boyfriend] came out the 
alley and fired a couple of shots at him.” 
Another example: 
“It was a domestic dispute and disrespect over a card game [that] the guy did not want 
the other guy to play cards with his women…[ on a street  corner] he busted his 
girlfriend head and stabbed the guy.”  
In these examples, intimate partners remain linked whether they are or are not in a 
relationship, which creates opportunities for violence.  Similar to Elijah Anderson’s (2000) 
description of how women would defer to male relatives to handle their conflicts, male intimate 
partners also play that role as well when reviewing both examples. Hurting or attempting to 
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harm one’s partner is considered an inexcusable act, as with family, that calls for revenge. In 
the first example, the former partner (i.e., person C) appeared to be disgruntled about his 
former partner’s (i.e., person A) new relationship. Person C then proceeded to disrespect both 
the new partner (i.e., person B) and person A, which prompted the new partner to respond by 
attacking the former partner twice, with the latter incident being one in which he instigated by 
supposedly shooting at the former partner . This is parallel to the culture of violence theories 
that would consider his response an act of defending his own honor. The second example 
revolves more around the male intimate partner’s possessive nature. The female intimate 
partner and the other man’s actions were perceived as disrespectful, which prompted the male 
intimate partner to defend his status by engaging in violence. This type of possessive nature is 
common among domestic assailants with morbid jealousy or in dating relationships (Kingham 
& Gordon, 2004; Stets & Pirog-Good).
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Table 2.  
Three forms in which intersecting conflicts occur in conflict mediation 
Retaliation Intervention Situational  
Analogous to the existing category called “retaliation” under the primary and 
secondary reasons for conflicts, these patterns include conflicts ensuing due to acts of 
retaliation—meaning to seek revenge for a perceived wrongdoing. 
 
 
 
  
Indicates acts of violence 
against a bystander or a 
related individual (e.g., 
family member or friend) 
who were merely trying to 
intervene to stop the original 
conflict but became more 
involved whether 
physically or verbally 
combative as a result. 
Situational” conflicts that consisted 
of both domestic and community 
conflicts occurring simultaneously 
among multiple parties (e.g., family 
members, current or former intimate 
partners, and non-intimately related 
individuals)  
Family/Friend Honor 
Intimate Partner Conflict Leads 
to Family Member or Friend 
Retaliation  
(n =28 ) 
Family/Friend Honor 
Interpersonal Conflict 
Among Individuals Living 
in the Same Domicile 
Leads to Family Member 
Retaliation  
(n = 3) 
Gang/Group Honor 
Family Member 
Conflict Leads to 
Additional Family 
Member and/or 
Gang/Group Conflict  
(n = 5) 
Intimate Partner Conflict 
Leads to Intervention by 
Bystander and/or Family 
Members  
 (n = 4) 
(Ex) Intimate Partner Relationship or 
Conflict situates Conflict Among 
Current and Former Intimate partners 
(n = 11) 
“Person A has a history of 
beating his girlfriend but on 
this day she pulled out a knife 
on the street and stabbed him in 
the chest. Person A’s brother 
heard about the stabbing and 
went looking for the female. 
Both Person A and his brother 
were gang members. The 
brother’s friend shot into her 
home…He also put out a 
female attack hit on her.” 
 
“Removing property 
from the house illegally, 
the landlord [i.e., 
roommate] tried to evict 
a tenant illegally. The 
granddaughter came 
with a gun to harm the 
landlord for 
disrespecting her 
grandmother.” 
 
“It started from a 
family dispute 3 
weeks ago that 
ended up into two 
cliques getting into 
it. The incident 
[escalated] to 
someone getting 
shot with BB guns. 
Then two guys 
were waiting on 
one of my 
participants at his 
house with guns.” 
 
“A young man and his 
girlfriend was fighting, and 
a male cousin of the 
girlfriend tried to 
intervene, And then both if 
the males started fighting 
and the boyfriend grabbed 
a weapon and started 
hitting the cousin with the 
weapon. The cousin then 
ran off to get a weapon, 
and the boyfriend ran 
another way.” 
 
“A group of people were hanging 
out at the bar and one guy got drunk 
and start[ed] tripping because his 
ex-girlfriend was there with her 
new man. He started disrespecting 
the two and the new boyfriend put 
his hands on him. People at the bar 
broke it up…[Next week] the same 
guys were at it again, except the 
new boyfriend was drunk and 
[started] with the old boyfriend over 
the same girl…a couple hours later 
the old boyfriend left the bar and 
claimed someone [the new 
boyfriend] came out the ally and 
fired a couple of shots at him.” 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The current study found that Ceasefire  mediations indeed include responses to domestic 
conflict. Further, while relatively rare in this sample, there is evidence that domestic conflict 
intersects with community violence and that when this escalation occurs conflicts are more severe 
and marked by greater risk. The intersection of domestic and community conflict took three forms: 
retaliation, intervention and situational, and was marked by an escalating pattern in which domestic 
conflict spurred community violence. Finally, socio-cultural explanations focused on patterns of 
violence that reflected notions of the culture of honor and respect—such as identifying how 
individuals involved in the conflict engaged in pro-retaliatory attitudes and behavior, which 
seemed to explain intersecting conflicts. 
Based on our analysis, domestic and gang conflict both occurred in Ceasefire conflict 
mediations, with the latter representing over 50% of Ceasefire conflicts and the former 
representing 7.3%. Of the 7.3% of domestic conflicts, we found that Ceasefire staff encountered 
various forms of domestic conflicts. While not a representative sample, similar to the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics (2014) report, we identified intimate partner violence (i.e., between current or 
previous partners) as one of the most common occurring forms of domestic violence. We also 
identified other forms of domestic conflict, including sibling/cousin violence, parent assault of a 
child, parent assault by a child, family violence (non-specific), and domestic violence among co-
habituating individuals.  
We found that the overlap between domestic and community conflict in Ceasefire 
mediations was quite rare, with only 3% of all conflict cases involving both domestic and 
community conflicts. Still, this finding supports previous research that found a co-existing 
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relationship between domestic and community violence worthy of further investigation (Moffitt et 
al., 2000; Klevens et al., 2012). For instance, 51 cases showed evidence of an escalated conflict—
meaning that there was another conflict stemming from the original domestic conflict. Specifically, 
while studying the nature of the intersection, we identified three ways in which domestic conflicts 
spurred community conflict, including a) acts of retaliation via a family/friend or group/gang, b) 
instances when individuals were trying to intervene in a conflict and got hurt or escalated the 
original conflict as a result, and c) instances where domestic and community violence occurred 
simultaneously among current and former intimate partners (sometimes marked by norms of 
possessiveness and jealousy). Recording these potential escalating patterns may further illuminate 
how frequently they occur in Ceasefire mediations.  
Intersecting conflicts more likely occurred due to acts of retaliation via family/friend honor 
or gang/group honor. Specifically, conflict mediations that an involved intersecting conflict were 
more likely to occur after an intimate partner dispute, with most resulting in a family member(s) of 
one of the intimate partners avenging on their behalf. While not as common, other forms of 
domestic violence, such as roommate violence and sibling/cousin violence, on occasion spurred 
violence between non-intimately related individuals. For instance, violence among individuals 
living within the same domicile also escalated to a family member retaliating. In addition, 
sibling/cousin conflicts escalated to additional family member and/or group/gang violence. 
Another way in which intersecting conflicts occurred was due to acts of intervention, with a family 
member or a bystander merely attempting to intervene in a domestic dispute among intimate 
partners, which, in turn, escalated the original conflict. Lastly, both domestic and community 
conflicts often occurred simultaneously among multiple parties (e.g., current or former intimate 
partners, and non-intimately related individuals), such as conflicts over a perceived infidelity or 
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disrespect of an intimate partner leading to conflict among current and former intimate partners.  
Unlike previous studies that only focus on the number of different forms of domestic and 
community violence that individuals engage in (Klevens et al, 2012; Moffitt et al., 2000), these 
findings illuminate the myriad ways in which they intersect by providing a more vivid description 
than a simple correlation or odd ratios. Further, this study also highlights previously unknown 
patterns of intersection that were not identified in Seighman and colleagues (2014) study.  While 
they only specified how intimate partner violence can escalate to gang related violence via “red 
flag relationships,” this study elicited how other forms of domestic violence, such sibling/cousin 
and  roommate violence, can also potentiate community violence—albeit occurring less frequently. 
Prevention and intervention efforts, such as Ceasefire who conduct conflict mediations should be 
aware of these escalating patterns, because they may have important implications for mediation 
strategies.  Future research should continue to investigate these as well as new patterns of 
intersection between domestic and community violence, especially in relation to how they may 
impact mediation effectiveness.  
 It is important also to note that the current study is not positioned to establish the 
prevalence of either domestic violence, community violence, or their overlap in the community at 
large. This study can speak to this overlap in the context of mediations with a few caveats: First, 
because community violence typically occurs in public spaces, and domestic violence in private 
spaces, these rates may not be an accurate depiction of the actual amount of domestic or 
overlapping conflicts occurring in Ceasefire mediations. Secondly, in comparison to other cities, 
Chicago is reported to have an elevated amount of gang related violence, which could bias our 
findings. Thirdly, since Ceasefire’s goal is to reduce shootings, homicides, and retaliatory violence 
among gang/community members, Ceasefire staff may focus more attention on intervening in gang 
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related rather than domestic conflicts, especially given the prevalence of gang related violence in 
Chicago. 
This study provides some additional support for conceptualizing the intersection of 
different types of violence in terms of socio-culture norms that may structure opportunities for 
violence across contexts. Using both Nesbitt and Cohen s (1996) and Elijah Anderson’s theories 
regarding the culture of violence, we identified patterns  that reflected notions of the “culture of 
honor” and the “code of the street” by identifying how individuals involved in a conflict responded 
to affronts, self-defense measures taken, aggressive tendencies, pro-retaliatory attitudes and 
behaviors. Of these indications, we found evidence of several acts of retaliatory behavior, where 
individuals responded to an affront by engaging in retaliatory violence and/or by prompting 
someone else to engage in violence against another individual—whether they were intimately 
related or not. For instance, a substantial number of the conflict descriptions described were of 
incidents where violence against a family member, who was perceived to be disrespected and/or 
harmed by an intimate partner escalated to the point of retaliation.  We also found this pattern in 
conflicts among individuals living in the same domicile, with one person responding by prompting 
a family member to retaliate.  Even violence between siblings/cousins served as a catalyst for 
retaliatory violence, with gang/group affiliates being prompted to harm a person’s family member 
on their behalf. In line with the culture of violence theories, one of the individuals involved in the 
original conflict responded to the perceived disrespectful and/ or harmful behavior (i.e., affront)—
whether from an intimate partner, a family member, or a roommate—by seeking a third party (e.g., 
family relative, friend, gang/group, or an associate ) to retaliate. The socio-cultural norms thus 
structure an opportunity for violence to occur between non-intimately related individuals by 
influencing the third party to engage in retaliatory behavior to defend the inexcusable and 
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dishonorable act of violence against their family/friend or gang/group member(s). This was also 
demonstrated in both Seighman and colleagues’ (2014) case description and discussion of the role 
of “red flag relationships,” and Anderson‘s (2000) segment on the role of family members in the 
progression of conflicts.   
Under the “situational” category, these patterns also emerged, with intimate partner 
relations also creating opportunities for both domestic and community violence to occur within the 
same timeframe. Specifically, as demonstrated in Seighman and colleagues (2014) case 
description, the link between former intimate partners creates a point of contention between current 
partners (and vice-versa), which, in turn, can potentiate conflict. For example, there were multiple 
conflicts that escalated due to an intimate partner harming or disrespecting their former partner. 
Similar to family/ friend or gang/group members playing the role of the avenger, intimate partners 
also played that role as well in these conflicts. Further, acts of infidelity also escalated violence, 
where an intimate partner was perceived to be or caught cheating on their current intimate partner. 
On multiple occasions, this resulted in them attacking their current partner and the person they 
were unfaithful with. This is parallel to the culture of violence theories that would consider the 
victim’s response an act of defending his own honor by trying to avenge a perceived wrongdoing.  
 Lastly, the category ‘intervention,” in our opinion, is an interesting, if, uncommon pattern 
identified. It demonstrates the defensive and, arguably, aggressive tendencies individuals can have 
when operating on the cultural norms discussed by Nesbitt and Cohen (1996) and Anderson 
(2000). Typically, individuals located in areas of concentrated poverty and high disorganization are 
not known for intervening in domestic disputes (Gracia & Herrero, 2007)—especially given the 
risk of being harmed when  intervening (Latta & Goodman, 2011). In a small number of conflict 
descriptions, this was exactly the case, where conflicts ensured due to bystanders or family 
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members trying to intervene in a domestic dispute between intimate partners. From a socio-cultural 
perspective, one could argue that the male intimate partner had an agenda that he was not going to 
let be interrupted, and in his state of agitation / aggression, he lashed out violently to eliminate 
the potential disruption of the third party trying to intervene.  
 In sum, these findings provide a contextual view of the intersection of domestic and 
community violence, particularly by highlighting how these patterns of socio-cultural norms are 
relevant to the ways in which violent acts are perpetrated.  In addition to examining who 
perpetrates different forms of violence and rates of co-occurrences and developmental trajectories 
of those predisposed to multiple forms of violence, the current study attempted to examine a third 
way of conceptualizing the intersections of violence as a study of the socio-cultural norms that may 
structure opportunities for violence across contexts. Programs such as Ceasefire that attempt to 
change these types of socio-cultural norms should continue to challenge these norms in hopes of 
reducing retaliatory violence. While this study provided evidence of the role of socio-cultural 
norms in governing violence, future research is still needed to advance this third way of 
understanding the intersections of violence by applying other socio-cultural lenses as well as 
looking at other forms of violence. 
Limitations and Strengths 
 
There are multiple limitations to this study that are worth mentioning. First, domestic 
violence as a construct was not clearly defined in the conflict mediation form. Given the 
number of discrepancies between the domestic codes Ceasefire and we coded, there is concern 
for over and/or under reporting of the different ways in which domestic conflicts can occur 
(e.g., sibling, intimate partner). Secondly, all information provided on the conflict mediation 
form was only written from the perspective of the mediators, which raises multiple concerns. 
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For instance, when reviewing the open ended data, there was substantial variability in terms of 
how much information was provided by each mediator. Many of the domestic conflicts 
descriptions were left incomplete or did not provide enough details to gauge for any patterns of 
escalation. Conflicts descriptions that did illustrate an escalating pattern were also limited as 
well, providing only thin pieces of information to even discuss the nature of the intersection in 
detail.  Further, all information gathered on the behaviors and attitudes of those involved in a 
conflict mediation was written from the mediator’s subjective viewpoint. Our interpretation 
of the conflict descriptions was thus dependent on their interpretation, which limits our 
ability to make accurate assumptions about the behaviors and attitudes of individuals 
involved in a conflict due to potential biases in mediators’ observations.   
Despite these limitations, there were notable strengths of the study. This study does 
provide evidence that domestic and community and/or gang conflicts overlap to some degree. 
Furthermore, the qualitative analysis provided new information regarding domestic conflicts not 
previously coded in the conflict mediation form that may be worth tracking in future iterations 
of the form – especially if responding to domestic conflict increases. Lastly, while the conflict 
mediation form is not an empirically based assessment tool, it does have good ecological 
validity by providing records of different forms of conflicts as they occur in real time. Our 
findings thus can be generalized to conflicts in the real world. 
 
Conclusion 
 
With a growing rate of violence prevention programs, such as Ceasefire, being 
implemented in communities to reduce firearm-related violence, gang violence, and retaliatory 
violence (Kennedy, Braga, & Piehl, 2001; Webster et al., 2013; Wilson, 2010), it is important 
to understand the nature of the conflicts mediated by Ceasefire staff. Findings from this study 
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aid in that respect by revealing patterns of different forms of domestic conflict not previously 
known. While domestic conflict represents small proportion of conflicts encountered by 
Ceasefire, they still have important implications for mediation strategies (Seighman et al., 
2014). Future research should continue to investigate these patterns as they relate to conflict 
mediation. 
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